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. The behavioral repertoires of many individuals with autism and other ’
) _ seveérely handicappina conditions include a significant number of behaviors
‘considered to be jinappropriate, bizarre, meaningless, and/or undesirable.
These 1nc1ude.‘for example, self-injurious behavior, self-stimulatory
‘behavior and-’'echolalia. A powerful technology for managing such behaviors
has been devel®bed over the past two decades, and the result 1is that both
lfesearehers and educators now have available many effective procedurea
v for decreasing or eliminating undesired behavior 1in clinic, ¢lassroom, and
’ residential settiyﬁa :
) . R . ) .
"~ Behavior management intervent{ons designed to decrease inappropriate

* ‘behavior can be grouped into two main categories:

v o v
A

) ;‘;~3v Contingency management interventions. These are interventions basged
ﬂ?‘ o ‘“fimarily on analyses .of" the consequences supporting the undesirable be-
B ‘ haviors.: Interventions based on such analyses involve manipulation of Cot
R ‘ eonngqences for the express purpose of decreasing the behaviors of concern.

« Thig: ‘has traditionally been accomplished through the use of behavioral
intervehtions such as extinction, (Baumeister & Forehand, 197}; Jones, Sim-
mong, & ?rankel. 1974; Rincover &fDevaney. 1982); time out from positive -
,reinforcement (Bamilton, Stephens, & Allen, 1967; Solnick, Rincover, & . ° '
-,,'Peterson. 1977); .differential reinforcement of incompatible (DRI) or other ,
- - (DRO) behavior (Repp & Deitz, 1974} Russo, Cataldo, & Cushing, 1981); over—
coprection (Foxx & Azrin, 1973; Rollings, Baumeister, & Baumeister, 1977);
and aversive stimulation’ (Lovaas, Schaéffer, & Simmons, 1965; Dorsey. Iwata,
Ong, & McSween, 1980)

<) Antecedent managemerit- interventions. These are’ ;nterventions based ]
primarily on analyses-of the antecedents which set the occasion for the .
behaviors of concern. Based on these analyses, _the antecedents are altered
to preclude or reduce the likelihood that the undesired behaviors will
occur, usually through manipulating curricuhar and ecological variables.
Such interventions have included, for example, alteration of: instructional
environments (Frankel, Freeman, Ritvo, & Pardo, 1978); instructional mater—

. ials (Berkson & Mason, 1963; Davenport & Berkson, 1963; Favell, McGimsey, -
- & Schell, 1982); verbal directions. (Carr, Newaom, & Binkhoff, 1976), and

theaieinforcement value of tasks (Center, Deitz, & Kaufman, 1982 Gaylord- v
e Ross, Weeks, & Lipner, 1980; Weeks & Gayldrd-Ross, 1981). A range of other
' antecedent and ecological factorl was alao diacuaeed by Etzel and LeBlanec
(1979) : . -

. dhichever strategy 1s uged, the interventiondﬂa typically selecféd
o based on an individualized objective behavioral analysis of the atimuluo
events occurring before or- immediately after the undesired response. This
. type of analysis seems critical for the selection of an appropriate inter-
vention (Carr, 1977; Durand, 1982; Frankel et al., 1978; Gaylord-Ross,
1980; Gaylord-Ross et al., 1980; Iwata, Dorsey, Slifer, Bauman, & Richman,
1982; Romanczyk & Kistner. 1982), since the behavioral dynamics supporting L
even topographically-similar responses can vary widely across 'individuals. T
In such an analysis, the behaviors of concern are usually-trea¥ed ad aber-
rant, nonfunctional responses which serve no purpose o de of the operarit
analysis.. That is, behaviors are viewed as either motivated gsolely by a
_‘, drive for attention, escape/avoidance, or internal arousal; or as stemming'

¢
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‘) ‘ from internal organic variables beyond the individual's control (e.g.,.
. pain- or seizure-related aggression)(Carr, 1977).

. ;" Aside from the motivational sources determined by a behavioral 'analy-
. s8is, researchers and clinicians have been hesitant to assign functional
properties to aberrant behaviors from a broader, less operant perspective.
. .While this 18 an understandable reaction against the highly interpretive,
o . psychodynamic view of aberrant behavior in the past (e.g., Beres, 1952;
- Cain, 1961; Hartman, Kris, & Loewenstein, 1949), such a rigid framework .
precludes consideration of the possible pragmatic aspects of behavior in
a communicative context. The purpose of this paper is to review the recent
literature which views the "inappropriate” behaviors of individuals with:
autism in particular from a pragmatics perspective, and to discuss:some of-
the advantages of this approach. In addition, a simple classroom-based
i - ) tool and protocol for analyzing behaviors and planning interventions related
‘to their functional properties will be described and discussed

‘,& -

' The Pragmatic Analysis of Autistic Behavior A
' ’ . \ Al
., Recently, several researchers. have become incteasingly awvate of the
value of viewing the behavior of autistic and other severely handicapped °

children frhg a pragmatics perspective (e.g., Hiller, 1978; Prutting, e

' 1982; Prizant & Duchan, 1981; Schuler & Goetz, 1981). The basic premise '

: . of a pragmatic analysis of behaVior is that all behavior, aberrant or not,
’ ‘18 reflective of the individual's attempts to interact and communicate .
T) ' (Schuler, 1980; .Schuler & Goetz, 1981; Watzlawick, Beavin & Jackson, 1967). .

; ’ While a strictly operant analysis focuses on the environmental or physio- .
logical events supporting: the behavior of concern, pragmatic analysis ™ °
focuses on the communicative message of the behavior in context. Pruttins
(1982) noted that "there is a growing tendency to describe the disordered
child's qualitative as well as quantitative differences in comparison to

the normal child. alitative differences may well be compensatory. stra= .
. tegiea developed (d“mmunicative purposes)." -
e Hhen applied to the behavior of individuals with autism, *the central o

question in this type of analysis 13 "What is the -individual communicating?" ~
o rather than "How did the individual learn to act inappropriately" “The
N former question requires that the practitioner adopt the attitude’ ‘that -

: ~.aytigtic individuals are communicators, though the topography of their ' N
coﬁﬁunications\m ht be unusual and non-traditional. Thig 4s not the com=
monly-accepted viéw of autistic individuals, who are usually regarded as
- non-communicative, stubborn, detached, and isolated. However, as Frankel

= (1982) noted, , ,.‘ff

If autistic‘individuals were truly incapable oP engaging e
in human social relations, one would expect their behavior
‘to be unaffected by outside stimuli and-to produce. no effect

on others. Since neither aSSumption seems to be true, 1t

makes good analytic sense to examine the behavior of autis-
tic children not only as individuals but also as persons in

interdation (p. 41-42).

l o ; E TP 4 ::BES‘TCOPYNW__IAB-,E
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. ) ' Viewed in this’ lighwf AR 1d be. possible to analvze describe{ﬂ;ﬁd
" understand the puzzi§ ‘ _-ften bizarre behaviors of autistic ividuals

ts' to. interact and communicate.

of a pragmatic approach can be found by
examining the treatmént B of echolalic behavior. In his™riginal "
paper describing the synd 7 13 autism, Leo Kanner\ (1943) noted that the
‘children he studied frequerNused both delayed and tmmediate echolalia

to request an action from othéts or to answer "yes" to a question
. e, .

q ¥ 1]
An example of the

‘ Affirmation is. in icated by literal repetition of a
. question....The d, once told by his mother, "Now )
will give you _yg&ilk". expresses the desire for milk
- - 1in exactly the s ords....If the mother's original’ -+
remark has been made in the form of a question, it is re~= -
produced with the grammatical férm and the inflection of
a question. The repetition "Are you ready for your

dessert’" means that the child is ready for his dessert
(p. 243-244)

-

) , ., Kanner's iﬁaightful analysis of the communicative functions of echolalia

' . has been largely ignored by behaviorally oriented researchers, who analyze
echolalia from an operant perspective and advocate the extinction, punish-
ment, or replacement of echolalic behaviors through the use of behavioral-

. interventions (Carr, Schreibman, & Lovaas, 1975; Lovaas, 1977; Risley &

3) WOlf 1967). Recent research, however, has challenged this interpretation
and approach #Rresearchers operating from a.pragmatics framework have
identified several communicative-and interactive functions of echolalia, and

. have suggested that only a small percentage of echolalic responses are
truly nonfocused and nonfunctional (Fay, 1969; Paccia & Curcio, 1982;
Prizant & Duchan, 1981; Shapiro, 1977).. Thus, these authors suggest
that the indiscriminate elimination of echolalic behavior through behav-
. . ioral interventions is inappropriate, since individuals with autism may N

" rely.on echolalia as a viable, 1if unusual, mearis of communication and inter-

action. Prizant (1978), for example, stated that, at least for some

. autistic children "...1it would be advisable‘po accept and exploit’ immediate

v echolal%a and help the child relate such repetitions to aspects of the

— environment and coq:rnicatlve lntergctions (p 175-176) . . , i

The case of echolalia is {llustrative of'both the differences between
the two approaches and some of the advantages of a pragmatics approach to
analyzing behavior. It is important to note that such an approach does
not imply "acceptance" of bizarre behaviord simply because they are func-

, tional to'the individual and understandable to the practitioner. Once
ot the communicative/interactive functions of a particular behavior for the
T individual are determined, an intervention -program to modify the behavior
is typlcally in order. The difference in approach, however, is that such
a program would presumably be designed primarily around the function .of
the behavgor. rather than strictly around the behavioral dynamics of the
behavior. Durand (1982) illustrated such an approach in his discussion
"of a functional strategy for intervention regarding self fnjurious behavior
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) ’ R ‘Say, for example. a child is found to be hitting himse:.f
\ . to avoid demanding tasks. Perhaps by teaching appropriate
\ ‘ ~ verBal response (e.g., "Help me") the child could learn
: ; " to lessen the aversiveness of the task (i,e., requesting
o A _ teacher prompts) in a more appropriate manner. This ,
S R should lead to less self-injury, since the self-injurious
- - behaviors should become ‘less efftcient in obtairning the -~
7 preferred reirforcer (e.g., estape from demands) (p. 52). °

Another approach for téls same child might involvewa reconsideration of
the relevance of the task and, its reinforcing properties. A reasgsessment
"of and change in the curriculum might be indicated“as the result of such
. an analysis. in an attempt to preclude the behavior by providing a more
stimulating, less aversive set of task demands. Both of these interven-
tions acknowledge the Yegitimacy of the self-injurious behavior as a
communicative 'act in context, and seek to either replace or prevent the

response through positive programming strategies (Lovaas, 1982; LaVigna &
Donnellan—Walsh 1976; Hesaros. Donnellan & LaVigna,. in press).

An Assessment Tool %o AnaAyze

2

The Commﬁ”ﬂcative Function(ﬂof Behavior

An analysis of the communicative intent of aberrant behavior requires
that several conditions be met:

‘) Y 1. The- ‘practitioner must have the opportunity to observe and
- " interact with the individual of inté?Z:: ver a peridd of
~ ‘time on a regular basis. Parents and ors of persons
- with autism are quite aware that it is difficult to appre-
, . clate and understand their behaviors unless this basic
: " requirement is met (Park, 1982; Prizant, 1978; Silverman,
*1982). N " '
I r
S, The behaviors of concern must be cbserved in a variety of
environment; including educational, community, and home
settings. A pragmatic analysis attempted in only one envi~
ronment may not provide the igformation necessary to
-pinpoint all the functions of a particular behavior. This
may be particularly true if the practitioner neglects to
o observe the child in hig/her home (Anderson, 1982).

3. The assessment of the'communicative functions &t hehavior‘
must be made on an individual basis after consideration of'
the behaviors of concern in context, and must reflect an

attempt to objectively validate the cSh\éusions drawm.
Without these critical elements, the practitioner has no

means for controlling the highly variable and {nterpretive
nature of the analysis.

In order to facilitate the ease of such an analysis, a tool was
: \\’ ) developed for use by a team of researchers, parents, educators, and ‘speech-

. B ) » . 6 i \ 2 : ; '
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f ) _ language clinicians involved with autistic individuals (see Fiﬁhre 1.
» The behaviors are listed across the top of the tool and arranged in alpha-
betical order in four groupings. The groupings are, from left to right:

-behaviors which are "likely to be inappropriate” topograbh-
ically, judged against the standard of social_acceptability;

~physical behaviors which "can be either socially appropriate
or socially inappropriate", depending on the context;

D .
-vocal behaviors which "can be either socially appropriate or
socially inappropriate”, depending on the context; and
. e -behaviors which are "likely to be appropriate", judge¥: s
against the standard of social acceptability.

! 4

Thus, behaviors such as aggression, éelf-injurioq;‘behavior and self- - |
stimulation appear on the extreme left of the instrument, and behaviors
involving the use dJf speech, signs, pictures, and written words to commu-
nicate appear on the extreme right. Thé?behavioral categories were based
on inventories of the behaviors of the individuals with autism with whom
the task force members interact on a regular basis. Definitions of the

. behavioral categories appear. in Appendix 1. -

The "functions of behavior'" categories are grouped into five main - '

*) sections: Requests, Negations, Declaratiqns/Cmunqnts. Declarations about

Feelings, and Non-Interactive Functions.. The sub-categories were derived
from several different taxonomies of the comnunicative functiouswof speech 7
and language in non-handicapped children (Cogging & Carpenter, 1981: Dore,
1975; Halliday, 1975; see Chapman, 1981, for an extensive review of this
literature). Definitions for each of the sub-cstegoriea,can be -found in Ap-
pendix 2. It should be noted that the sub-categories regarding "expres-
sion of feelings" are normally used only in conjunction with.at least one.
other, more ohjectively determinable function. ‘Thus, the practitioner
might decide that' a behavior (e.R., self-stimulation), is used simultaneously
for entertainment purposes and to jexpress boredom with the ongoing yct1v1ty;

‘Strategies for Using the Tool to Gather Information
A flow'thart illustrating a/ strategy for usingﬂthe\tool to: analyze
communicative functions is presented in Figure 2. Basically, the tool can
be used efther to conduct a gene al suery of all functions and thelr re-
lated behavioral manifestations, jor ‘to conduct a general survev of all
behaviors and the functions they|serve. The former analysis might be use-
ful, for instance, to determine the communicative needs of an individual:
. prior to designing an augmentatiye communication system: to Rather initial
. assessment information; and for use by parents to .describe the student's
communication needs in the home.| The latter type_of analysis, on the \
other hand, would typically be done to obtain pragmatic information bhefore.

- e designing a functionally-related behavior management strategy.
] N N Al L} ) / " )
) In either case, oncelthe function(s) or behavior(s) of interest have

R 4
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FUNCTIONS OF BEHAVIOR

Identity
~ Function or Behavior .
of Interest - F .

]

Form Hypothesis re: Function - £
or Behavior which Serves that
\ " Function,

STRATEGIES FOK.UDING Nt (UUL U ARALTAL LWUrMVNauwAlIYE

¢

~,
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.. Strategy
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Respond to Behavior
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Over
Time?
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117,

CONSIDER CONTEXT, INCLUDING

1. Student expectations,

2. Expectations-of others

3. Nature of materiala

4, Nature of the activity

. Nature of the instruction

. Number of other students
. Number of other adutts

. Behavior of other students
. Environmental poliutants

R Tlmo of day :

11. Studen{'s physiologicai. status
12. Length of activity

13. Sudden changes in activity of
. efivironment

14. Bshavior of others-toward
_student’ } -

Activity just completed .

Activity to follow

Recent changes at home

18. Student's soclal abiiity

. Communication system used

. Student’s adaptive abiiity
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18.
16.
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Stop immediately
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Over Tim

HYPOTHESIS CONflRMED
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.) o ‘been_idenrified. the praiéitioner“forms a hypothesis regarding function-
~ behavior relationships. Im order to do this, the context in which the
observable behaviors ocgur must be examined, and at least the following

factors miust .be considered for the particular individual of concern:
v : T I T
N + 1. student expectations re:-the environment; x“j

2. expectations of 6thers. concerning the studenb'ﬁ

. . ' ” 3. nature of the materials ‘available to student (reinforcement
- value, preference value. etc.); ,
4. nature 6f the activity-in which the student is engaged. ‘
(difficulty %evelt reinforcement value, preference value,
-~ functional appropriateness, etc.); D

'S.. nature of the instructions given to the student (clarity,
tact/mand, saliency, etc.); . .

6. number’ of other students present;

e 7. number ofﬂadulrs present; ' ,
8. behavior of  other students ar the time;
' j) 9. Behaviqr.of_eQults toyaﬂd targer student and orhers;
10. environment pollntente (noiee.»polln:ants.'crowding, etc;);
\ 11. time ef day; ' | ‘ |
’ 12. ph&siologicai:stare of student (hunger, medication, sei-
’ zures, pain, etc.}); * < -
13, 'length of ectivity: \J/ ’
16.. sudden enanges 1n* vifj n:fnt or schedule;
; 15. acririry Jnst'completed; ,\
16. activity to folfpu present task;
17. recent enanges at home or in the faaily of which\the student
might be aware;
' 3

18. lndivldual student socfal abtltey

19. | 1vldual student vopmunicative ability (e.gr., speecn,

. written words, pictures); and -

20. {ndividual student .ulnptlve‘.li)illtv.

»
. .
. . . . *

e T 10 g,
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' These factors define th& conteyt in which the behavior occurs. In order
_ to_form a functional hypothesis, the prdctitioner must ask the question

3.

"

"In.the present context,.what does the student seem to be commiinicating,
and how does he/she do so?". By observing ‘ane- intéracting with students /
in varioufstypes of gpvironmegté and situations, a. series’of hypotheses .
can be formulated in this manner. : . . e

v

¢

The next phasé of the analysis is the critical hiﬁothesisftesting
phase of the analysis. Having forméd a hypothesis about the communicative

_intent or functions of certain behaviors in a particular context, the

practitioner attempts to 'test the hypothesis by manipuléting either. the
antecedent or consequegntial events surrounding the occurrence of the be- . - -
havior. When the antecedent strategy is used, the practitioner attempts.

to preclude. the behavior from occurring by altering relevant stimulus,
variables in the setting before the behavior otcurs. For example,, suppose
that a student begins to display self-stimulatory beﬁhviors”(e,g..“ioc&ing,
finger flicking) congistently after a minimum of five minutes in a partic~
ular group activity in the classroom. The practitioner might hypothedize .-
that the self-stimulation is the student's exﬁfes&ion of a request for -
termination of the activity related to borédom. To test this hypothesis,
the practitioner might deeide .to alter the activity antecedently, by
providing the student with more reinforcing and relevant activities, Which
should preclude the self-stimulatory behavior.” Or, the practitioner

might decide that the student will be allowed to leave the qctiyitylafter _
three minutes of participation but before :self-stimulation Begiﬂlu If
either of these strategies is implemented over a few sessions, and' self~-
stimulation is precluded (i.e., the frequency of the self-stimulatory: -

- behavior decreases in this context), the hypothesis has been supported.

If not, a new hypothesis is formed and tested accordingly.
. ' : \ ~

The aiternative hypothesis-tesci;gjsq;afegy involves responding to
the behavior after it occurs over a'perléd/of time, based on the hypoth—
esized function. The behavior is thus acknowledged ag a communicative' _
event in order to test the hypothesis. Consider, fof ‘instance, an {ndi--
vidual who tantrums at least once a day at home, at_zarious times of the
day. After observation of the tantrums, the practitioner might hypothesize:
that the tantrums serve the function of requesting food, perhaps because - -
of ‘the times of day during which they occur. Use of the consequential
testing strategy would require that the fndividual be given food at the ' ‘
first signs of tantrum behavior. If the behavior ceases (i.e., the ;anttqm i
is terminated), or if the frequency of preliminapy tantrum bekaviors .
increases over time, the hypothesis is supported. Obviously, this strategy

’ involggg,mefe-f4sk\;han does the antecedent strategy, since it'requirgs
. that the practitioner reinforce, the beginning signs of the behavior by

responding to the hypothesized communicative intent. The choice of the

’ hypothehlh-testing strategy must be individually determined, depending on,

the behavior and its context. Whichever strategy is used, it myst be.
emphasized that the information gathered is used for agsessment purposes _

i{n order to plan interventions: the strategies are not themselves interventions:

-,

e

2 N - - C e S
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, A numbe? of interventions can flow directly from-the analysis.
- These fall into two general categories: ' communication training strategies
: and behavior.management strategles. Figure 3 illustrates a general ap-,
proach which“can be used after the functional analysis is coﬁpleted in -

order to plan communication training ot behavior m nagement programs based .
on this information -

Yo
Lad K3

Communication Training;Strategies : ) ‘. J' o c »
¢ , As noted previously, the tool can be used to. gather functionaI infor-Vj“f
v ' “mation about the,communicative behaviors of a particufar student in order *

to dmpLemeqt .an individualjzed communication system.. Once. this informationf“-
-shas been collected and analyzed, the practitioner -should have valuable -
) ’ “information regarding the functions about which.the student communicates.
o Furthermore, the practitioner will have information regarding the' student's
- :current means of communication for each primary function. This information ¢
o - can aid the pradtitiqner in making décisions about at least: the following s
o ’ s ';elements in order to establish a functional communication’ system: ° .

.. 1. basic ,yocabularl which should be taught so that the student — ~
& . can express the prﬁmary functions. For* example, consider a '“; o
- . - non-verbal student who- communicates rekularlv but often : '
T : "inappropriately" in order to request food, assistance, and
. affection; to expresgs: protest/refusal. to express frustra=
) ‘). i . tiom3 and to comment about events/actions If an augmentav:
: ‘tive communication system is designed "1t would mak
include in the initial vocabylary items such as food prefer<
ﬂ\ -ences; "help!"; "hug", "tickle", "kiss", "handshake", etC., .
i \depending on the student's age; "stqp!l', ''go away", etd .
and words related to preferred eventsrfe g., "zoo", ' store o
e “' "yideogame", etc:). Especially for students with autism, N
who often have very limited behavioral repertoires, thls
s » information may not be’ ohyious unless a detailed analysis of
iz ’ communicatdve function is undertaken ove? time

"2, information related to teaching,strategies The contextdal
* information considered in forming.hypotheses regardiﬁﬁ‘thesa,i,\g
functions Qsh;ehavior can be . directly applied in the teach-
i

ing situat Because of the sérious generalization diffi
culties exper enced by. most students with autism and ofher
severe handicaps ‘(Donnellan & Mirenda, in press), it is- B
crucial for communication training to be carried out in"

" natural, relevant situations.’ The ideal occasions. for teach-
ing a student .to use his new comMunication svstem to request
"help!" 7for example, -are during: the naturallv—occurring
times when he actuaily needs hélp--not during {solated 1:1

" "language times”.  Since the: pr\(titinner was requfred to .
attend to and identifv Such contexts in the process of ’ -

N ‘ . forming functional hypotheses, he or she Is now quite pre- . .

?’ - - pared both. to anttcipate ‘the situations i{n which the student S
©owill need to communicate, and to nrovide instruction accogdinglv

© e v R v : . i .
' ceme . R . - )
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" 240" pIGURE 3. FLOW CHART FOR PLANNING AND IMPLEVENTING AN INTFRVENTION
: BASED ON ‘!‘HE lANAl.YSIS OF COMMUNICATIVE FUNCTIONS OF HAVINR
. ‘Analyze- general data to .
‘ - 1dept1f§}5ehaviof§’or funééions’ . g
o N of_nximgxy goncern - ‘
- § Y
-
- ‘ . - . e s ag .
‘i-Frezuency count ' “Select measurement system -
-Duration recovding
-Time - sample .
'1“ -Intorva1»recotd1ng
-Etc.' .
'.ather specific data 4 )
. re°'function(s) of behaviors - s .
2 X -
T - | : - ‘of concern
T . ' : Plan . .
’ . . :fuhction-based s = J’ e.g.:
) _- ; 1pte§v¢nt16n s;rgfegy‘ - -communication syst
- " - ) . -other method to
B . teach replacement
- K . . behaviors
o - P N | . -DRO strategy,
“r? - ) | , L —-shaping strategy .
’ N , flmpifment'qua;egy:  -other N
- |
-~ - %
L ’ | o , Be;raﬁczz L
- o o befavior ~ \ - Continue ‘stratenyv;
" 5 b NO ec re“Sé'z-./"': Dogs Plan .for. ‘qeneralization
Q’,fi appropriate -

and maintainence’




ooy _ SR L o261

- . .-

Behavior ‘lanagement Strategies ‘ - > ’ o .

"The information gathered by using the tool can be directly graﬁqlated‘

~ into programs designed to decrease the frgquency of behaviors considered
“to be socially inappropriate. The“strategies used will most often involve

antecedent interventions, differential reinforcement approaches, or other
types of contingency.management programs designed to teach replacement - '

. behaviors. ‘The goals of the intervention are:-.

"a) -to re-structure the environment or cﬁ%riculum to preclude
the student's.needing .to communicate certain functions
"(e.g., protest, boredom, cessation): and :

b) to replace the topographically aberrant behaviOrs with s
more appropriate behaviors thch serve the same function. . .

'Environmental/curricular 9trategies: This type of intervention

- ghould almost always be considered before (or, at least, in-conjunction

with) behavioral replacement strategies. The strategy involves a careful
consideration of the student's environment and individual curriculum in
1ight of the functional analysis of behavior. This is considered to . be
a critical step before implementation of a behavior management program,
because "...in a ...setting which does not have effective programming, one
of the most fruitless tasks one can engage in is to directly address the
many behavior-problems that exist. Such a battle is unending.... Often—
‘times, the establishment [of an effective curriculum]-acts in itself to
reduce many of the undesired behaviors" (LaVigna & Donnellan-Walsh, 1976,
p. 29-30). ’ ( 8 o .
'A pragmatic arialysis of behavior conducted by using a tool such as
the one presented here provides the practitioner with considerable infor-
mation related to necessaxy environmental/curricular changes. For-example;

~{f. it has been found that self-stimulation seems to be consistently asso-

ciated with boredom for a particular student, the .curriculum may need to

be revised to decrease the amount of "dead time" and to provide more
relevant, stimulating activities. If tanttums, aggression and/or self-
injurfous behavior in another student seem consistently related to- frustra-
tion, a desire for task cessation, and protest, the practitioner ought to
make the "least dangerous assumptfon”" (Donnellan, in press) and assume

that a reconsideration of instructional methods, functional relevance of
tasks, and the reinforcement value of activities is in order. Other
alterations, such as revising the classroom schedule to allow more time

for students to acquire replacement behaviors in context, may also be
1dd1ca;3d. especially for. students who regularly use their aberrant behavior
to seek and request attention or interaction. '

Py

Too frequently, communications of this nature are ignored bv educators,

.<lérgé1y because they may believe that students have no right to either give
‘ feedback dbout or attempt to regulate the nature of their educat fonal ex-.

periences. When students with autism, in particular, fail to progress
either academically, adaptively, or behaviorally, the blame for this failure
1s usually placed od the student or his familv--but garely on cither the

14
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) » practitioner. the educational environment, or tﬁe- urricular content
(Donnellan, in press). An analysis of communicative function can assist
the practitioner to identify the source of instructional failure, at least
in cases where such fai}ure _produces communicative behavior on the.part of
the student - !
x \ . ‘ ;
. ! Behavioral replacement strdtegies. In the context of the positien
P taken here, interventions must simultaneously preserve: communicative intent*
while altering behavioral means, in order for them to be’considered &ffec- T
. tive 1in. both a ‘pragmatic and a behavioral sense. The primarv techniques o
which can be used in this regard are: differential reinforcement of other
. behavior (DRO),'shaping. and direct instruction regarding new, more appro-.},
priate behaviors (see LaVignda & Donnellan; in press,-for an extensive )
) . présentation of these procedures). The latter technique involves teaching
replacement behaviors, v¥a a verbal or an augmentative communication &7
system (Durand, 1982), and is therefore directly related to the '"communj- s
cation training strategies" discussed previously. This option would be: 5
preferable when dealing with students who have few, if any, appropriate ¥
behaviors in their repertoire. On the other hand, the first two strategies
mentioned both involve differential reinforcement, either to increase the °’
frequency of ‘occusrence of already-existing behaviors or to modify-the - 'g
intensity of the 'aberrant behaviors down to more acceptable levels. These"
techniquea are based on sound behavioral principles and at the same time fgh
allow the practitioner to medify behaviof while acknowledging the legiti-
macy of its communicative content. Thus, aberrant behaviors are not simply:
) eliminated but are rep1aced or changed with the comunicative function . ¥
intact. - '

FUN

‘ A Caae Study Example

The case of ‘a 7-year-old atudent with autism, Celia, is offered to B
illustrate the pragmatic analysis of béehavior. The personnel in Celia's
classroom became increasingly concerned about several inappropriate be-
haviors which she was exhibiting. These included screaming, crying, _
"whining, and perseverative talking-about imagined injuries. On occasion;
these behaviors would escalate to physical aggression to herself or to
others, including slapping, pinching and hitting. The behaviors occurred .
on an average of 35 times per day for two.to three minutes each time, and

occurred in a variety of environments, including the student's home. -+

_An operant analyaia of t behavtor was first undertaken. It appeare&\
that the behavior was exhibited primarily when demands were made of the
student or when a desired activity was prohibited or termfhated: however,

.the behaviors occurred for no apparent reason at least 502 of the time.:

At times, the .8chool staff would attend or ¢oncede to Celia when the be-
‘haviors occurred, and at other times she was ignored. Thus, the .reinforce-
ment history of the behavior apparently {nvolved intermittent reinforcement

of the undesired responses. It was hypotﬁéifiiﬁ::ﬁar—tﬁe—behavsrr—waa—-———————
attention-seeking, and a combination program of NRO (l.aVigna & PDonneklan-
Walsh, 1976) and extinction (Martin & Pear, !978) was chosen for intervention.
‘The staff differentially and regularly reinforced Celia for short periods

‘, ] of time during which the target behaviors did not occur. Ndditidnally,

..,_ . . C R4
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when the behaviors did occur, the staff made efforts not to attend to them.

~ After several weeks, the program effectiveness was evaluated (see
Figure 4). On the average there was no. reduction in the frequency of the
behavior either in school or at home. After reconsideration, a pragmatic -
analysis of the behavior was undertaken, using the tool described here.
It was hypothesiied that Celia used the behavior primarily as a request
for social interaction; in fact, the majority of the apparently-random
incidents seemed to fall in this category. In addition, it served comment,
request, and assistance functions. When the behaviors were viewed as '

_communicative acts, it became clear that Celia had no other means of initi-

ating interactions except to engage in the behaviors of concern. The _
behavioral topographies were inappropriate, but the communication functions
that were being served were appropriate and desirable.- '
' ) : o “-"“"’
-Based on this analysis, the staff decided to institute an interven- -
tion aimed at modifying the behaviors while preserving their functions.

" Therefore, all of Celia's targeted inappropriate behaviors were treated as

appropriate compunicative acts. The schoql:staff paid cYose attention to

_antecedent behaviprs which signalled an impending scream, and responded by

saying, for instance, "Is something wrong?" or "Oh, do you want to play/
talk with me now?" or "You need to use words to tell me what the problem
1s." 1In addition, initiative behaviors which were soclially appropriate
were differentially reinforced and highlighted; for example, "That was
great, Celia--you called my name to ask for help. You didn't scream.".

- The staff also frequently reminded Celia of the appropriate ways to request

interaction or to make comments. °

Within two weeks, the fréquency of inappropriate behavior decreased,
from 35 incidents per day to. 3 or 4 per day, and the duration had decreased
to 10-15 seconds per episode. In addition, parent reports indicated a
similar reduction at home after the program was instituted there.

‘Conclusion
, \This_paber‘has described the need for a pragmatic approaéh_to behav~
ioral analysis, with particular emphasis on the necessity for determining °
the communicative functions of behavior. A simple tool to use in conducting
such an analysis has been pregented, along with some suggestions for plan--
ning interventions based on the information generated. This strategy is
not meani to replace sound behavioral methods and interventions. Instead,
it encourages the practitioner to consider the behaviors of autistic and
other severely handicapped studends. in a communicative context, and to
develop innovative educational approaches for teaching functional communi-
cation and managing undesired behavior in this light.
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Definitions of Behavioral Categories

‘Appendix 1*‘7"%

Aggression:

-

Bizarre verbalizations:

. ,
4

Inappropriate ora1/ana1

behavior:

Perseverative rituals:

S

Self-injurious behavior:

) ' Self-stimulation:

Tantrum:

"eyes) or auditory (vocal noises).
not necessarily occur in the same sequence or ™
pattern. - d

e

Behavior, either physical or verbal, which
results in.discomfort/harm/pain t¥ persons/
objects/physical environment.

. - 4 »
Behavior which-consists of unconventional
sounds emitte

not words or parts of words.

. A behavior involving the mouth and/or anus *

which 1is socially unacceptable (i.e., 1icking
.objects and smearing) ’ .

A patterned set of repetitive behaviors 0ccur-'

ring in the same sequence\

A behavior characterized by actions directed
at one's own body which cause physical dam
either immediatelv or over time (i.e., befsgi
banging) -

‘Stereotypic behaviors which can be kinesthetic
(rocking) and/or tactile (finger-flicking),
visual (twirling an.object in front of one's
They do

¢

A cluster of aggressive behaviors which occur’

from the mouth/nose which are '

0

e,

Gaze aversion:

Cazing/staring:

Pointing:

.

—over a perlod” of—time*aqg aré not’ necessarily

directed at a person/object. ' Two or more of
.the following usually occur together ‘scream-

ing, hitting, biting, kicking. thro g or
destroying objects in the envirogmént. -

Behavior which consists of a‘failure to-
look at a person or object or to maintain

visual attention requested or expected basedw‘

on .soclal norms.

e~

. Behavior in which the eyes are focused on a

particularsobject or person for a prolonged

length‘f time. Co- / ] -

location of a person/object uaing the hands or
’am.

23 BEST COPY AVAILAGLE

A behavior in which the student indicatea the



Gesturing:

a

Hugging:

Kiéﬁing:

Masturbation:

1

Objeét mﬁnipulétidn;

Proximitl/positioning;

-PushingﬂLuiiina{
: -

Reaching/grabbing:

A behavior involving movement on foot at a
pace faater than a walk

251

A behavior charactegized-by a motion qf'fhe
limbs or body to expre g or help express
a particular ’‘message. T tions are not

" part of a formal manu.l language systenm.

A behavior in which the student clasps or
clings to ‘another person with‘his/her arms.

A behaviqf in which the student touches ai
body part, person or object with his/her lips.

A behavior whiéa‘consists of self-stimulation
of the genital organs.

' fA behavior in which a student moVes or uses

N

an‘object non-aggressively.

Behavior in which a student positions him/
herself near or next to someone or something.

A behavior in which a student moves or attempts
to move an object/person through physical
contact.

A behavior in';hich a student grasps or at-
tenpta to grasp an object or person. ‘

—-‘

A behavior which is characterized by non-
. aggressive physical contact which does not

change the disposition or orientation of the
person/object.

'FaciaJ expression:

A behavior characterized by mqyéments of the
facial musculature that expr‘?s or help to
express a particular message.

A behavior consisting of a serieid of inartic-
ulate sounds wlth the mouth open in a wide
smile ’

A behaVior characterized by long, loud
pierclng vocalizations.

.A behavior ‘characterized by the use of pro-

fane or: vulgar verballzatIOns
A behavior consisting of. actlons or vocal-'
{zations which suggest the possihllitv of

'aggression.

24
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 Vocal behaviors using a childish, anngving~— ¢ -
. voice pattern/intonation. Vocal behaviors
characterized by inarticulate sobs low,
;plaiptive calls; o

Whining/crying:

.
.

Delayed echblaéia: + Behavior consisting of a verbal repetition .
o of a past heard utterance such as a story. -
song, .sentence, etc. The repetition may . be '

only partial

Immediate echolalia: Behavior consisting of a verbal repecition e
‘ - . of an utterance (sentence, story, song, ‘etc.)
, . ' that has just been made by another person. . . .
‘\ ) : ' ~ The rgpetition may be only partial. : T
, 4 ' : - -
" Picture/wrigten word: . Behavior in which the sender utilizes a
‘ written word card,.picture card, Blissymbol
¢ - ‘ ‘ ' . or. flashcérd of any type. -

-

One word sign /approxima— A motor behavior in which the sender utilizel

tion: - a manual movement ‘that is representacional in’
nature and 1s part of a formal manual ¢aﬁ-
guage system, e. g , American sign language.

-

. " Com omp lex sign/approxima- Behavior,tﬁat }ncludea more thap one repre-
) _ tiona. __— -+ gsentational manual movement, as above. '

One word speech/approxima- » A behavior which consists of a’representational
tion: , +  vocal/verbal utterance. The appraximation may"
3 ) be a partial word such”as "ba" for ba11 or,
"wa" for water.

’

Complex sggech/qpproxlma- A behavi r which consists of répresenﬁacional
' *tion T ——vocat/ ue%erances_tha:_ang__gre than
, : one word/ structures. .
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‘Append ix 2

Definitions of Functiona},Catego&ies B

4

¢

P d
- I. Interactive EynctionSv »
A. Requests'/ Expressed Desires -
: for attention -
4 ) ' :

“for social interaction

. forbplayfinteractions

for affection

for permission &B engage in
an’ activity - / :

/
- S o

for.actionyby‘reeeiver

[y . T e— L

for assistance T

—_—

forpinforhation/c1arification
\; . . ¢ '

v

forzobjects -

o .'-.forffood

K_; ) - . ’ ?

w

f,-”

behaviors used to call attention

_to sendér (e.g., showing off,,

'teasing, flirting. etc. )

behaviors used to initiate a
social exchange Z

L

behaviors that convey,a specific

desire on.the part :of the sender

to engage in play Hith another

person h

behaviors that'direct the

receiver to engage in some phys-'

i ical activity specifically
JA \-\\\_ﬁ¥t:nded to convey a feeling
5 o ondness.v" , "I

behaviors that convey:a:degire
on the part of thé sender to.

" engage in a particular action

(e g.\'bathroom. watéh v, etc.)
behaviors that direct the
receiver to cause an event to
receiver
occur

;
behauiorl that’ specifically
Jlrect—theeteceiver to provide
help ) .
behaviora that specifically
direct the receiver to provide
{nformation or clarification...

. about an objecE; action, activ-

ity,'location. etc.

.

—

‘ behav)prs that dlrect the =~

receiver to provide an object
to the sender (other than food)

A“

vey a. desire for Food or drlnk

-

' behaviors that specifically con-'

rd



) - o
e S e e, e, -
< ., ' »

;)=,‘- ﬁ1: Y Negations: Rejection of stimulus events

, o _‘protest:_.‘ _ R behaviors whichaexpress eneral —
LA L I objection 'to or disapproval of o
, S R Co ’an event. request. etc : _J‘
Ce Crefusal- el B ,‘behaviors which specifically

< e e S i, o0 yexpress rejection of an ‘event.
' ' o ' Lo " ... initiated or suggested by
T8 L S .__”aranother -

- S cessation: . f'l. : behaviors which specifically
' : o . I ;g';_'expreas aydesire to terminate'
ot T e 'uf_*"anvevent vhich has already: begun

o
K

. Cx- Declaration/Cotment:. The verbal and . non-verbal expression of: faf/)
or OE! ion - T :
S - about even;s/actions .+ behaviors which are uséd to
T N 'c... . comment on an event or occur-!
S A s w‘a‘. : 1'}j~'3*_,rence (past. present or futﬂfb}

' b I . - L e

o about objeot§7persons i,::f i behaviors uoed ‘to’ eomment about

. o . o _ L an object including food, or "
. e St ) ... . about a person (e B coppliments)

- 5

.1, .. . about érrors/mistakes: .. . behaviors which convey aeknowl-a

‘ L . ) "1 . edgement that the sender or '

) I T LS. o another pergon has : omitted an
R :v"'l’,‘ o S s s V'.error .f ’ G L

SoSewo oo o affirmatden o oa 0 behaviori vhich convey. agreenent
T BRI abbuf or villingneao to engago T
N Ceos e O in an, event or action..' R

R : TR T TR j \ SO o
j o L0 greetdng v e ot ‘beh‘V1°" "h1°h oceur’ subsequent

N o ';.ﬁrf-”:ﬂ- . S SR S '.to a person's ‘entrance .or appear-:’
el T . _ ji-tfﬁ%#*“” 1“;fAﬁance and express recognition . &
.?iT? l{  '.LﬁngL f;fﬁnomor - "f}V-ﬂ-jf ;,;'*,f tielaviors intended to’ entertain?
P R R N .- e 7l the receiver and/or to evoke: @’
' ’ B ,reapdnoe such as laughter__f'

D. Declarationo abOut Feeli g :v;f;ﬂf:' ;““ et e

anger L 3,?ff,}juxlncludel béhavlora whoee pri-.~“jgf
s T Pl omay purpose’ ‘is’ tp ‘convey: rage.:t -
"annoyance. displeasure S i

. S e . anticipation- _ includes behaviors whoae prt-
. e oL . mary’ purponeb(aﬁtorcﬁnvey svnon_f:'*
T “ : , , positive:.feelings regardlng a

" “‘ o S ,// future event.

o ‘. ‘- _ o, :," o 02 .’ : v- o
ERIC - o S . 7 . | .
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II.

=

boredom . . =~

confusion

3 fear

frustration

‘hurt feelings

N

pain'

- pleasure -

Non-Interactive Functions

.

Self-regulation -
]

/
Rehearsal
Habitual

Y

Relaxation/Tension Release

fat

255 .

includes ‘behaviors whose pri-

- mary purpose is_to convey
‘disinterest, satiation, lack of

motivation, etc.

includes behaviors conveying the

-message that the sender is in a.
. state of disorder or bewilderment

includes behaviors whose pri-

- mayy purpose is to convey
“reluctance to act upon, partici-
pate in, or view an event
because of. expectation of pain
or danger

1nc1udea behaviors conveying

the message that the. sender is

unable’ to accompliah an objective
o

includes behaviore conveying that

the sender feels offended “@tce

includes behaviore conveying

that the sender feels physical

- discomfort

. ‘includes behaviors conveying a

message of heppineee. enjoynent. etc,v

»

.behaviors used for the purpose

of monitoring one's own behavior
(e.g., self-control, self--
correction) .

behaviors used to practice an
event that has not vet occurred -

behaviors set by reghlar-répegir ¢

tion in .a predictable sequence °

behaviors used for the purpoee

‘of self-entertainment or to .

calm oneself.
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